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Foreword
On the night of the 18th of June 1816, Percy Bysshe Shelley screamed with 
terror and darted out of the room after listening to George Gordon, Lord Byron 
recite lines of “Christabel” composed by Samuel Taylor Coleridge. Interest in this 
famous episode of English literary history has made me begin to investigate it and 
wonder how Byron could recite them. I felt so because the poem was published for 
the fi rst time in a pamphlet with “Kubla Khan” and others in the UK in the previous 
month and probably it did not yet reach Geneva, Switzerland, where Byron and 
Shelley were staying. To solve the problem, fi rst, I shall examine the situation 
in which the poem “Christabel” was published almost twenty years after it was 
fi rst written, and then, see how Coleridge and the younger generation of English 
Romantic writers such as Byron, Hazlitt and the Shelleys had close relation with 
each other, and from this, how the very rich fl ow of Gothic fi ction of English 
literature began, and fi nally look at the mental mechanism of fear suggested in 
the recited passage.
Akira Fujimaki
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1. The Lines That Made Shelley Shriek
As a record of the summer holidays Lord Byron spent with Shelley and others 
at the Villa Diodati by Lake Geneva, we can refer to The Diary by John William 
Polidori, who accompanied Byron as “his paid travelling companion, personal 
physician, and amanuensis” (Morrison and Baldick viii) soon after receiving his 
doctorate in medicine from Edinburgh University at the age of only nineteen. 
He was offered £500 by Byron’s publisher, John Murray, “for an account of his 
forthcoming tour” (Rossetti’s introduction 9) and therefore began to keep a diary, 
but somehow it took nearly a century to be published in 1911 as The Diary of Dr. 
John William Polidori 1816, edited and elucidated by his nephew William Michael 
Rossetti. Its description of the particular night is as follows:
June 18. . . . Began my ghost-story after tea. Twelve o’clock, really began to 
talk ghostly. L[ord] (sic) B[yron] (sic) repeated some verses of Coleridge’s 
Christabel (sic), of the witch’s breast; when silence ensued, and Shelley, 
suddenly shrieking and putting his hands to his head, ran out of the room 
with a candle. Threw water in his face, and after gave him ether. He was 
looking at Mrs. S[helley] (sic), and suddenly thought of a woman he had 
heard of who had eyes instead of nipples, which, taking hold of his mind, 
horrifi ed him. (127-28) 
As the rainy season had set in and prevented them from boating about on the lake 
as before, they whiled away the time by reciting ghost stories with one another, 
and then each of them started to create new ghost stories. Since the entry in the 
diary on the previous date reads: “[t]he ghost-stories are begun by all but me” 
(125), seemingly the attendant physician began writing a day later as well. As 
for the incident Polidori relates, a very similar account is found in  “Extract of a 
Letter from Geneva,” which appeared anonymously as a preface when Polidori’s 
ghost story was published as “The Vampyre; A Tale by Lord Byron” in the New 
Monthly Magazine for 1 April 1819 (193-95) and about the same time anonymously 
in book form as The Vampyre; A Tale, without Byron’s name (v-xvi). 1 After reading 
it Byron confi rmed “[t]he story of Shelley’s agitation is true” and that he “certainly 
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had the fi t of phantasy which P[olidori] (sic) describes̶though not exactly as he 
describes it” and at the same time he wondered “what seized him̶for he don’t 
(sic) want courage” (Byron’s Letters 6: 125-26).
As is described in the quoted diary by Polidori, the lines which horrifi ed 
Shelley so much as to make Byron wonder why were those about “the witch’s 
breast” (128). An outline of the poem up to that scene should be touched on. Lady 
Christabel, the only daughter of Sir Leoline, went out of the gate of her father’s 
castle alone at midnight to pray for the safety of her beloved knight at a distant 
place. Then she fi nds a beautiful lady called Geraldine moaning at a huge old oak 
tree. According to the latter, she was kidnapped and tied on a white horse by fi ve 
men, and then brought to the place after a night’s ride with them, whereupon she 
was left alone. Christabel believes her tale and takes the lead to guide the lady to 
her room in the castle, taking no notice of many weird phenomena on their way. 
There in Christabel’s room, when two of them have to lie and sleep on a bed, 
Geraldine undresses, which is the climax of “Part I.”
Beneath the lamp the lady bowed,
And slowly rolled her eyes around;
Then drawing in her breath aloud,
Like one that shuddered, she unbound
The cincture from beneath her breast:
Her silken robe, and inner vest,
Dropt to her feet, and full in view,
Behold! her bosom and half her side̶
A sight to dream of, not to tell!
O shield her! shield sweet Christabel! (245-54) 2
It is not certain, however, that the lines Byron recited on that particular night were 
the same as those quoted above. The pamphlet by Coleridge including the poem 
had been published only a month before as we have seen, and it is questionable 
whether it was already in the possession of Byron. To determine which version 
of the poem Byron read at that time, we have to trace back to the circumstances 
surrounding its publication. 
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2. Lord Byron and the Publication of “Christabel”
Except for “The Conclusion to Part II,” it is generally supposed that “Part 
I” of the poem was written between March and May 1798, “Part II” between 
August and October 1800 (Nethercot 1-27, Mays I.1: 477-78, II.1: 606-09), but it 
was not published until May 1816, more than fi fteen years later. As for the date of 
publication, the 25th of May has been generally supported (Nethercot 21, Griggs 
4: 634, Purton 108 and Holmes, Coleridge 434 vote for it, while Chambers 276 for 
late May and Campbell 221 for early June). The earliest date of 8 May is supported 
only by Duncan Wu (William Hazlitt 189), who bases his conjecture on the fact 
that “[t]he announcement was made in the Morning Chronicle of that date” (478; 
n. 29). Looking up the matter through The British Newspaper Archive (web), we 
can fi nd in both the Morning Chronicle and the Morning Post on Monday, 6 May, 
the announcement that “On Wednesday next will be published . . . Christabel, 
&c,” that is, on 8 May. Later, on 11 and 16 May the Caledonian Mercury had an 
advertisement, “Just arrived,” on 13 May the Morning Post, “This day is published,” 
and on 16 May the Morning Chronicle, “PUBLISHED THIS DAY.” The third page 
of the Times for 20 May printed a remarkable review of “Christabel,” 3 while the 
poem was criticized unfavourably for the most part after its publication. 4  On the 
same day, the Morning Chronicle cited only its title as an advertisement, dropping 
such words as “this day.” Seemingly the pamphlet was published on, or around 
10 May, which is a date that is much nearer to Wu’s argument and more than two 
weeks earlier than has been generally supposed.
The occasion for its publication began when, in spring 1815, Coleridge tried 
to make a comeback as a writer after his so-called dark age, which lasted for 
about ten years, by publishing a book of collected poems and a literary biography. 
He wrote a rather long letter to the then darling of both high society and the 
literary world, Lord Byron, asking for his connections with London publishers 
(Collected Letters 4: 559-63). Byron not only accepted the intermediary willingly, 
but in October advised Coleridge to publish “an unpublished poem of yours” as 
well, “a considerable portion” of which he had listened to Sir Walter Scott recite 
with its title untold and been much impressed with in the spring of the same year 
(Byron’s Letters 4: 318-19). Coleridge, in return, told its title as “Christabel” and 
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immediately sent its manuscript to Byron, who forwarded it to his own publisher 
Murray next month. According to his later retrospection, although not necessarily 
enthusiastic about its publication, Coleridge was in an economic quandary then 
and made a contract with Murray around 12 April 1816 to publish it in a pamphlet 
together with “Kubla Khan” and other poems, apart from the planned book of 
collected poems (Collected Letters 5: 437; see also 4: 634). Thus, it seems that 
Byron, who thought most highly of “Christabel,” encouraged its reluctant author 
to publish it. In addition to his repeated admiration of this poem in his letters to 
Murray and his close friend Thomas Moore (Byron’s Letters 5: 108, 150, 187, 193), 
he moved behind the scenes even to ask Moor, for “a man of wonderful talent, and 
in distress,” “to review him favourably in the E[dinburgh] R[eview] (sic)” (4: 324).
At the time, Coleridge had just made up his mind to end his wandering life 
and was very busy preparing to start boarding at Dr. James Gillman’s house in 
Highgate, a suburb to the north of London, from 15 April 1816. 5 While Byron was 
also very busy with negotiations over his separation from his wife, Annabella, and 
under tight fi nancial conditions, he invited Coleridge to his home at Piccadilly and 
met him for the fi rst time. Coleridge, on his part, expressed his joy to have the 
honour, “in his [Lord Byron’s] Company, for half an hour,” of seeing “the sweetest 
Countenance that I ever beheld̶his eyes are really Portals of the Sun, things for 
Light to go in and out of,” in his letter to an unknown correspondent (Collected 
Letters 4: 636). A note to the letter conjectures that “[t]heir meeting must have 
taken place after the letter to Byron of 10 April 1816 and before Coleridge settled 
at Highgate on the 15th” (4: 636; n. 4). Soon afterwards, a stepsister of Mary 
Wollstonecraft Godwin, later Mary Shelley, Mary Jane Clairmont, commonly 
known as Claire Clairmont, made advances to Byron and they became romantically 
involved. 6 Immediately after the separation from his wife was legally confi rmed on 
21 April, Byron left London and departed from the UK, yet without taking Claire, 
on 25 April never to return.
In the meantime, P. B. Shelley heard in court “a surprise decision given against 
any rearrangement of the estates by Sir Timothy,” his father, and “consequently 
against the intended sale of Shelley’s reversion” (Holmes, Shelley 320), and was 
tired of being criticized for his relation with Mary, resulting in the successive 
births of their illegitimate children in 1814 and 1816, while he was still legally 
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married to his fi rst wife Harriet. He decided to move to the continent, leaving 
the UK on 3 May with Mary and Claire. The reason he made their destination 
Geneva was that Claire persuaded Shelley to meet Byron there for the fi rst time as 
both of the poets had been interested in each other, though her real objective was 
to “secure herself another meeting with Byron” (Gittings and Manton 29). Thus, 
the Shelleys arrived at Geneva earlier, and then Byron with his attendants joined 
them, after taking a trip around the site of the Battle of Waterloo fought just a year 
before. All the characters, who would participate in the ghost story sessions in that 
summer, came on stage: Byron, Polidori, Shelley, Mary and Claire.
Now, on the night in question, did Byron recite “Christabel” from the 
pamphlet, which had been published after he left for the continent? Did he have it 
sent to Switzerland by Murray as a privilege of the role of midwife in its publication? 
To these questions, Edward Dowden’s The Life of Percy Bysshe Shelly, which was 
treated for long as the standard edition of the poet’s biography, replied: “A copy of 
the poem had not yet reached Geneva, but its verses lived in the memory of Byron, 
who had read it in manuscript, and perhaps had heard it recited by Coleridge 
himself. He now repeated the lines descriptive of the mysterious horror of the 
witch’s bosom̶” (2: 33-34). Newman Ivey White, the author of the next standard 
edition of Shelley’s biography, agreed with his predecessor: “Byron adduced 
Coleridge’s recently published ‘Christabel,’ which he had seen in manuscript and 
partly memorized, as an admirable example of the poetic use of such materials. He 
quoted the lines describing the horrible secret of the witch’s deformity” (1: 443). 
Taking into account the postal service and the means of transportation in general 
at the time, this interpretation would be appropriate even if the date of publication 
had been the earliest option, that is, the 8th of May.
Dowden went on to quote, as what he thought Byron had recited on the night 
of 18 June 1816, 9 lines nearly corresponding to those of the standard edition of 
the poem starting from the 247th, but he added, between lines 252 and 253, a line, 
which is lacking in every text printed after 1816:
Behold! her bosom and half her side,
Hideous, deformed and pale of hue,
A sight to dream of, not to tell! (2: 34)
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As for this line (“Hideous, deformed and pale of hue”), which “existed in 
manuscript” but was “judiciously omitted by Coleridge” in print, Dowden advised 
the reader to “[s]ee the Examiner, June 2, 1816, in its review of ‘Christabel’” (2: 
34). We wonder why William Hazlitt, the author of the unsigned review, knew the 
existence of the missing line.
3. Hazlitt’s Review of “Christabel” and a Line Deleted 
from the Printed Text
In his book review in the weekly paper, Examiner, Hazlitt, after deploring 
that, although Coleridge is “a man of that universality of genius,” “from an excess 
of capacity, he does little or nothing,” attacks his inconsistency: while Coleridge 
boldly inserted a line which should not have been published like “a toothless 
mastiff bitch” (“Christabel” 7), he lost his courage and “omitted, from mere 
delicacy, a line which is absolutely necessary to the understanding the whole 
story,” making Geraldine’s identity ambiguous as a result (Examiner 348; The 
British Newspaper Archive). Then, with an introductory remark “[t]he manuscript 
runs thus, or nearly thus:̶̶,” he restores a line, “Hideous, deformed, and pale 
of hue” in italics (349), which Dowden was to quote later in The Life of Percy Bysshe 
Shelley, omitting a comma. It is true that all the manuscripts before the poem was 
published in 1816 had a line after the 252nd line of the standard edition, but it was 
different from Hazlitt’s: “Are lean and old and foul of hue” (Coleridge, Complete 1: 
224; a footnote between lines 252 and 253). This version has not only a verb “Are,” 
which is a predicate to its subjects, “her bosom and half her side,” in line 252 but 
also those three adjectives, which connote an old woman’s withered breast, are 
different from the modifi ers included in Hazlitt’s version.
Then, where did Hazlitt see the manuscript version which caused this 
misquotation? After the main part of poem was written between 1798 and 1800, 
its manuscript was circulated among those concerned with Coleridge. Sir Walter 
Scott heard it recited in 1802 and published The Lay of the Last Minstrel in 1805, 
which included lines infl uenced by “Christabel.” 7 As for Hazlitt, who visited 
and stayed in the Lake District for some time, keeping company with Coleridge 
and William Wordsworth in the summer and autumn of 1803, he may have seen 
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its manuscript version then, but, as a matter of fact, he was much more closely 
connected with the poem.
Coleridge stayed at Malta in the Mediterranean Sea for about two years from 
the spring of 1804 for a change of air. It was John Stoddart, a lawyer appointed as 
the King’s and the Admiralty’s Advocate in Malta from 1803 until 1807, who gave 
the chance for Coleridge to visit the island and looked after him in every way 
during his stay there. Stoddart was accompanied by his sister Sarah and Coleridge 
asked her to make a fair copy of “Christabel,” whose holograph manuscript he had 
brought there with him. She made another copy to keep to herself, brought it back 
to England in 1807 and married William Hazlitt next year. Her husband must have 
been much interested in it and read it closely, but soon after his marriage in 1808 
he gave it over to his friend John Payne Collier. In the preface to Seven Lectures, a 
series of lectures by Coleridge on Shakespeare and Milton starting late November 
in 1811, which Collier attended and published as its editor much later in 1856, he 
recalls that “I had it [the fair copy by Sarah Stoddart] in my possession for several 
years” then one day Hazlitt “asked me to return it to him, which I did; and kept it 
till not very long before his death [in 1830], when he again presented it to me” after 
“he had used some of the blank leaves in it as a note-book” (xl). It is supposed that, 
when Hazlitt wrote his book review of Coleridge’s pamphlet of poems in 1816, for 
some reason or other, he did not consult the manuscript, which probably Collier 
had returned to him by then, and quoted the passage from memory instead. As a 
result, he was not so much assured of its accuracy that he had to insert the words 
“or nearly thus” into his introduction.
Since there was no edition with this line in question printed that could be 
turned to at the end of the 19th century, seemingly Dowden had to depend on 
Hazlitt’s unreliable restoration. If Byron recited to Shelley and others the line 
Hazlitt restored in his book review, he should have read it in the Examiner. If it 
was the case, the newspaper, which was published on 2 June, should have reached 
Geneva before 18 June. Considering that it was published much later than the 
pamphlet itself, we have to think it was almost impossible.
It is curious, however, that many books have followed Dowden’s 
misapprehension when they mention the event on that particular night. W. M. 
Rossetti made the same error in a note of his edition of Polidori’s dairy (129). 
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Neither Richard Holmes (Shelley 329), a more recent author of Shelley’s 
biography, nor Phillis Grosskurth (283) and Caroline Franklin (97), authors 
of Byron’s biography, have corrected it and all of them have kept Hazlitt’s line: 
“Hideous, deformed, and pale of hue.” 8 It is surprising that this oversight is still 
repeated even in the 21st century whereas Ernest Hartley Coleridge’s edition of 
his grandfather’s poetry, published in 1912 and accepted for long as the standard 
edition, already indicated in a note that the line “Are lean and old and foul of hue,” 
instead of Hazlitt’s “Hideous, deformed, and pale of hue,” had existed in several 
manuscripts (1: 224). 
Then we proceed to the next question: was the line extant in previous 
manuscripts which Hazlitt misquoted from memory in his review included in 
Byron’s recitation? If Byron obtained the pamphlet and recited the lines from 
it, which is not completely impossible, it would be much easier to answer the 
question, because it did not have the line. On the other hand, if he recited from 
memory, as Dowden and others have supposed, we could think either that he read 
the manuscript which he forwarded from Coleridge to Murray to print, or that he 
heard Coleridge recite it in London. As for the latter possibility, when they met 
each other in April 1816, certainly Coleridge recited a poem, but, it was “Kubla 
Khan,” not “Christabel,” that he read, according to The Autobiography by Leigh 
Hunt, who was in the next room listening to it as well (345). In addition, this was 
the fi rst and the last meeting of the two poets, Coleridge and Byron.
The former case would be more probable, that is, Byron read the fair copy 
for the printer. Since, when he sent the manuscript, he wrote a brief note asking 
Murray, “[w]hen you have been enabled to form an opinion on Mr. Coleridge’s 
M.S. you will oblige me by returning it” (Byron’s Letters 4: 331), it is dubious that 
he made a copy for himself. We cannot believe either that the manuscript was 
returned from Murray to Byron, who was extremely busy just before leaving 
the UK while the printing of the pamphlet was in progress after the publication 
contract was made in April. While Byron had listened to its recitation by Scott in 
the spring a year before as previously mentioned, we cannot know whether the 
passage in question was included in it. In addition, it is presumable that the fair 
copy, which Byron himself perused more recently, was impressed so strongly on 
his mind as to allow him to quote the lines of that version from memory.
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The trouble is, however, that we have no extant manuscript used for printing 
now. Both Earl Leslie Griggs and J. C. C. Mays agree to E. H. Coleridge’s 
suggestion in his headnote to the poem that “Miss Hutchinson transcribed 
Coleridge’s MS. The water-mark of the paper is 1801. Her transcript, now in the 
possession of Mr. A. H. Hallam Murray, was sent to Lord Byron in October, 1815” 
(Collected Letters 1: 214). On the contrary, Jack Stillinger argues that “this seems 
unlikely, and there is no physical or textual evidence that it was used by the printer 
of 1816,” regardless of “[t]he fact that this transcript was owned in the 1890s by A. 
H. Hallam Murray, grandson of the publisher of 1816” (81). In his letter to Byron 
dated 22 October 1815 immediately before sending the manuscript, Coleridge 
asserted: “A Lady is now transcribing the Christabel, in the form and as far as 
it existed before my voyage to the Mediterranean̶I hope to inclose (sic) it for 
your Lordship’s gracious acceptance tomorrow or next day” (Collected Letters 4: 
602). In a note to this letter, after supposing that the lady in question is “[p]robably 
Mrs. Morgan or Charlotte Brent,” who, with the former’s husband John, lived with 
the poet, fi nancially supporting him in his darkest years of the 1810s, Griggs has 
fi nally judged following E. H. Coleridge that “[t]he copy sent to Byron, however, 
was one made by Sara Hutchinson” (4: 602; n.2). Mays has done almost the same 
(Coleridge, Works II.1: 610-11). It is inconceivable, however, that the poet sent the 
copy which another lady had made about fourteen years before against his own 
statement in the letter. 
Curiously enough, in early November 1811, Collier, the editor of the aforesaid 
Seven Lectures, temporarily borrowed a manuscript copy of the poem from 
the author himself and compared it in detail with the version of 1804 made by 
Sarah Stoddart in Malta, which had been given to him by Hazlitt soon after he 
married her in 1808 (xxxix-xliii). Although Collier is not regarded as “a wholly 
trustworthy witness” by Mays (Coleridge, Works II. 1: 613), his comments on the 
eleven differences between the two versions are worthy of attention. Predictably, 
his comparison shows us that the text printed in the 1816 pamphlet is closer to 
that of 1811 which Collier consulted than to Stoddart’s 1804 version on the whole. 
In the printed version of 1816, the places where the lines are identical with or 
very similar to the 1811 version are seven (ll. 81, 160, 191, 193/194, 219, 453, 463 
of the standard version), while those closer to the 1804 version are three (ll. 32, 
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92, 114-17) and a neutral case is one (l. 65). Two of those cases printed in 1816 
nearer to 1804 (ll. 92, 114-17), however, were to be changed closer to 1811 in the 
established editions after 1828. Even Mays admits that “an unrecovered ms” [that 
Collier consulted] is “closer to PR 1 [the pamphlet of 1816] and later versions 
than to any earlier ms” (Coleridge, Works II. 1: 613). In all the eleven cases, the 
versions of 1801 and those of 1804, both of which we can see in Stillinger’s variants 
and other readings in “Texts and Apparatuses” (189-215), are the same or similar, 
except one where that of 1804 lacks a line corresponding to l. 160 of the standard 
edition. Considering almost every other edition has that line, it is probable that 
this omission was caused by the amanuensis’s carelessness. 
Besides, in the headnote, on which Griggs and Mays base their conjecture 
about the copy sent to Byron in 1815, E. H. Coleridge added, “[i]t is possible that 
this transcription was the ‘copy’ for the First Edition published in 1816; but, if 
so, Coleridge altered the text whilst the poem was passing through the press” 
(Coleridge, Complete 1: 214). Recognizing considerable differences between the 
fair copy and the printed text, he did not deny the possibility that the former might 
be changed much into the latter at the last stage of the proofreading process. 
Coleridge, among others, tended to continue revising his holograph manuscripts 
at hand, as is shown in Collier’s recollection about the now lost holograph he 
borrowed in 1811 that “he [Coleridge] said that he had materially altered it in 
several places from his fi rst draught” (Coleridge, Seven xxxix). Then, considering 
the difference of the 1811 version from those of 1801 and 1804 and its closeness 
to the printed text of 1816, E. H. Coleridge’s statement is equivalent to admitting 
that the fair copy for printing was not made by Hutchinson, as he has suggested 
with Griggs and Mays. Stillinger is more trustworthy in this point and it is now 
certain that the fair copy of 1801 was not the one that was forwarded from Byron 
to Murray.
We cannot determine, however, whether the now lost fair copy of 1815 included 
the line in question, which those of 1801 and 1804 had, and yet it is conceivable 
that, if the line in question was extant in the manuscript when Coleridge sent it to 
Byron, it may have been deleted at the last moment of the printing process after 
Byron forwarded it to Murray, as E. H. Coleridge implied above. In that case, 
Byron could have learned by heart the line which he had read in the manuscript 
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and, therefore, could have recited it in Geneva. From a psychological point of view, 
however, this would be improbable.
4. Soseki Natsume, Literary Criticism 
and the Psychology of Fear
It is well-known among Japanese scholars of English literature that Soseki 
Natsume, a novelist representing the Meiji Era (1868-1912), quoted the undressing 
passage in “Christabel” without the line in question in his own Japanese translation 
and made a brief comment on it in the 5th Section (“Alexander Pope and the So-
Called Artifi cial School of Poetry”) of his Literary Criticism (1909). 
There is no explanation at all about what the lady had on her bosom or 
what Christabel saw on it. It is because any detailed explanation would have 
made the text not only clear but ridiculous at the same time. 
Next, turn the argument the other way round. Should we describe 
distinctly to establish the externally supernatural and make it sound 
ridiculous? I would like to answer it in the affi rmative. (my trans.; 2: 197-98)
While Natsume says that, if we depict something terrible concretely, it would 
make it ridiculous, he seems to insinuate that we should conceal it to keep it 
terrible. Reading this passage, we can understand where that sense of discomfort 
was derived from, which we had when we saw many acknowledged biographical 
writings including the line describing Geraldine’s bosom in the recitation by 
Byron. That is to say, as Natsume insists, any concrete depiction would make the 
reader imagine an old woman’s bosom or something very particular, preventing 
our imagination from fully functioning. It is very natural that we think Shelley 
would not have had a woman with eyes instead of nipples on her breast in that 
case. Then, it could be inferred from the viewpoint of the psychology of fear that 
the version without the line was recited by Bryon.
Stillinger suggests that the reason for the deletion is either that “Coleridge 
decided that the image was too horrible,” or that he hoped “to heighten the terror, 
allowing each reader to imagine something even worse in its absence” (88-89). As 
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an example to prove the latter intention, he cites Shelley’s response on that night. 
The former suggestion could be connected to Dowden’s negative reason that 
the poet omitted “judiciously” from a moral point of view that woman’s withered 
breasts should not be depicted. Although Stillinger writes down and keeps both 
of the reasons on the same footing, the second one would be preferable from the 
viewpoint of the psychology of fear. According to his textual collation, an extant 
manuscript immediately before the printed text of 1816 is that of around 1812 and 
the line in question was still included at that time (83). We can deduce from here 
that it was deleted at some point during the three years before he had some lady 
make a fair copy to be sent to Byron in 1815.
By the way, as for the principle that we should not describe clearly if we 
want to arouse terror, it is very interesting that two fi lms centred on the night 
of these famous ghost-story sessions form a sharp contrast. Ken Russell’s Gothic 
(1986) visualizes Shelley’s imaginings: the nipples of the actress playing Claire 
change into eyelids when she bares her breasts and then they open and stare 
with glaring eyes at Shelley. This is not horrifying but ridiculous. On the other 
hand, in Gonzalo Suárez’s Rowing with the Wind (1988), the actor taking the role 
of Shelley looks through a telescope only to fi nd a fi gure of a weird woman. This is 
much more horrible than the other while this scenario deviates from the recorded 
fact and gives us no explanation about who or what she is. Suárez seems to better 
understand the principle of fear which Natsume suggested.
Conceivably, it was in order to make the range of fear unlimited and so amplify 
it by avoiding concrete description that Coleridge deleted the line he had kept in 
the text for such a long time (at least until three years before October 1815) at 
the risk of leaving “two consecutive unrhymed lines in the paragraph (251-52)” 
(Stillinger 89). 9 Considering Natsume’s principle that avoiding clear description 
causes terror and the fact that Shelley had imaginings unrelated to disgusting hue 
or age, no one should have conjectured that Byron’s recitation included the line in 
question. Now, we go on to discuss this point further with relation to the role and 
position of Geraldine in the narrative. 
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5. Suggestive versus Explicit, 
or Complication versus Simplifi cation
Hazlitt, the father of the misquoted line which Dowden and others have kept 
alive, regarded the line necessary for the development of the narrative. This is 
probably because he wished for defi nite signs of some attributes of Geraldine, for 
example, those of either witches’ or vampires’. It is her ambiguity, her wickedness 
and resistance to it at the same time, however, that makes this narrative poem both 
enigmatic and fascinating. She is always suffering from emotional turmoil while 
trying to seduce innocent Christabel’s, and it expresses itself in various ways: her 
prayer (ll. 227-32) after ordering Christabel guardian spirit (her late mother) to 
disappear (ll. 205-06), her trial of prayer before unrobing and sleeping together 
(ll. 233-34) and her declaration of aversion to a secret spot on her own skin (l. 
270). These lines have long led the reader to conjecture, or rather to hope that 
Geraldine is not an altogether evil being.
In The Road to Tryermaine, Arthur H. Nethercot suggests that what 
Geraldine calls “This mark of my shame, this seal of my sorrow” (“Christabel” 
270) is a vestige of “[s]omething in her past which she now profoundly regrets 
and shudders at,” and that “the mixed emotions Geraldine arouses” among us 
are due to “her inescapable obligations to its power” (120). From this viewpoint, 
he admires Coleridge’s “infi nite artistry,” especially in “Part I,” with which he 
refers to the mark of shame, “sometimes directly, sometimes obliquely, hinting 
rather than describing, avoiding rather than stating” (120). Nethercot goes on to 
point out acutely: “It was this subtlety of technique which prompted Hazlitt to his 
obscene charge of obscenity against ‘Christabel,’ not so much because of anything 
that Coleridge had printed as because of the line which he had left out: ‘Hideous, 
deformed, and pale of hue’” (120-21).
Hazlitt criticized in the Examiner that the poet had “omitted, from mere 
delicacy, a line which is necessary to the understanding the whole story” as has 
been seen (348). This attitude is related to his discontent that, although “[t]here 
is something disgusting at the bottom of his subject,” it is “ill glossed over by a 
veil of Della Cruscan sentiment and fi ne writing,” through “a great deal of beauty, 
both of thought, imagery, and versifi cation” in parts of the poem (349). Hazlitt 
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was irritated with the fact that “the effect of the general story is dim, obscure, and 
visionary. It is more like a dream than a reality” (349). Judging from the fact that, 
in the late 20th century, much attention was paid to this poem by the lesbian school 
of criticism, he had keen insight without doubt but it is needless to say that he did 
not approve this aspect of the poem. 
Moreover, when another book review of the poem appeared in the Edinburgh 
Review for September 1816 (58-67), Coleridge indignantly attributed its authorship 
to Hazlitt. 10 John Beer intimates that, “since it [the review] included several 
vague sexual innuendos” and “commented: ‘the Baron falls into a passion, as if he 
had discovered that his daughter had been seduced’(Edinburgh 63),” Coleridge 
assumed that “he [the reviewer] was actively putting about the idea that Geraldine 
was a man in disguise,” thus criticizing the “obscenity” of the poem (49-50). 
According to Nethercot, whereas in “Part I” Coleridge referred to the mark 
of shame and evil so subtly, “he allowed himself to become slightly more explicit, 
in accordance with the principle of both maintaining suspense and also partially 
allaying curiosity by unraveling a mystery” in “Part II,” until, in the scene where 
Geraldine tried to prolong her embrace with Christabel’s father, Sir Leoline, “The 
vision of fear, the touch, (sic) the pain,” which Christabel had experienced on the 
night before, were depicted “[s]till more specifi cally” in lines 457-58: “Again she 
saw that bosom old, / Again she felt that bosom cold” (121). His comment on the 
suggestiveness of “Part I” as being incompatible with explicitness of Part II has 
something in common with Hazlitt’s dissatisfaction with the deletion of the line in 
question by Coleridge, and this could be a clue for us when we try to explain the 
reason why the poet fi nally decided to delete the line.
Nethercot states that “if Coleridge had done no more in ‘Christabel’ than 
create a fascinating she-vampire, the fi rst in English literature, he would scarcely 
have left a poem which has both attracted and baffl ed as this one has,” and that, he, 
“in weaving the design for ‘Christabel,’ found that his imagination had stored itself 
with many intricate smaller devices and would not let them go” (80). Therefore, 
the poem is not so “simple and uncomplicated” as it seems at fi rst sight, and this 
intricate character of Geraldine has made it diffi cult for Coleridge to complete 
the work (80). Certainly, the poet intended to keep possibilities as open as 
possible, instead of over-simplifying her as just a witch or she-vampire. The line 
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in question remained in the manuscripts at least until 1812, and when he re-read 
it before its publication process began, probably Coleridge thought he should 
keep Geraldine’s ambiguity and charm longer and postpone identifying her as a 
defi nitely evil being until lines 457-58 in “Part II.” As a result, he decided to omit 
the line, which indicates her identity too early in “Part I,” and leave the rest to the 
reader’s imagination.
As one of those who look for the poem to be simplifi ed as the narrative of a 
witch or a ghost, Hazlitt tended to be irritated that Geraldine’s identity was not 
determined sooner. On the other hand, Shelley, who imagined eyes instead of the 
nipples on her bosom, which is not necessarily typical of vampire or witch stories, 
was sensitive enough to respond to the power of the indeterminate imagery of 
terror. In making Shelley feel untypical terror, Coleridge showed the possibility 
of transcending simplifi cation of the narrative at the beginning of the genre of 
vampire literature. It is undoubtedly for this reason that, although an unfi nished 
work, it has continued to attract the reader̶generation by generation̶with its 
“dim, obscure, and visionary” nature, “more like a dream than a reality,” which 
Hazlitt held negatively (Examiner 349).
In “Part II,” Geraldine reveals that she is a daughter of Lord Roland de Vaux 
of Tryermaine in the vicinity, who was a close friend of Sir Leoline when they were 
young but later quarrelled and parted ways never to see again. While Christabel 
was shown that horrible bosom on the previous night and then was bounded by 
a spell that she should not tell anything but that she met a lady in the wood at 
midnight, rescued and welcomed her to her father’s castle, she feels vaguely that 
she committed some offence and instinctively sensed danger when she saw her 
father and Geraldine embrace with each other. Although she was looked askance 
at by Geraldine’s snakelike eyes and made to take on the same snakelike features, 
she musters all her remaining strength to tell her father: “By my mother’s soul 
do I entreat / That thou this woman send away!” (615-16). This incurs his rage, 
however, because he feels: “Dishonoured thus in his old age; / Dishonoured by 
his only child” (642-43), who has been very rude to “the wronged daughter of his 
friend” (645) in youth and “turning from his own sweet maid, / The agéd knight, 
Sir Leoline, / Led forth the lady Geraldine!” (653-55). The narrative stops here 
unfi nished.
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Probably, Coleridge had a plan of his own about how to complete the thread 
of a narrative started with so many possibilities, and he tried his best to write the 
continuation of the fi rst part written in 1798 up to the second one to be included in 
in the 2nd edition of Lyrical Ballads published in 1800. When Wordsworth announced 
that he determined not to print “Christabel” in that edition, however, Coleridge 
seems to have lost the spirit to resolve the narrative much complicated with many 
factors in it without losing their richness. This narrative poem, originally planned 
to be in fi ve parts, was interrupted at the end of “Part II,” in which the father 
leaves her only daughter alone as we have witnessed. Coleridge later inserted 
a fragment, which he had written in his letter to Robert Southey in May 1801 
(Collected Letters 2: 727-29), as “The Conclusion to Part II,” as if to try to make 
the poem seem a little less incomplete. He confesses there that he often “express 
his love’s excess / With words of unmeant bitterness” (664-65) to “A little child, a 
limber elf” (656). The child is in fact his own son Hartley and so this is not related 
to the narrative at all, but seemingly Coleridge hopes to suggest that Sir Leoline 
has never deserted his own child Christabel although he has taken so cold an 
attitude as to leave her alone.
Thus, the narrative remains unfi nished and the line in question, “Are lean 
and old and foul of hue,” has been wavering in the history of English literature, 
continuing to be misunderstood well into the 21st century, indicating its charm 
resulting from such unstableness. On the other hand, a few years after the 
night when Byron, Polidori and the Shelleys became involved with one another 
concerning Coleridge’s poem, some of the most important Gothic fi ction in 
English were to be issued from the ghost stories, which they began to kill time 
during the rainy season: Mary Shelley’s Frankenstein (1818) and Polidori’s The 
Vampyre (1819), in addition to Byron’s “A Fragment,” which was printed as an 
appendix to Mazeppa (1819) “in order to illustrate the difference between his 
prose fragment and the piece published falsely under his name in the New Monthly 
[“The Vampyre; A Tale by Lord Byron”]” (Morrison and Baldick viii).
Conclusion
To conclude this article, it is worthwhile to see briefl y how those who were 
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concerned with the recitation on that night̶whether directly or indirectly̶
would have dealings with Coleridge after the event.
George Gordon, Lord Byron heard from Murray that the publisher had 
suspected Coleridge of double-dealing concerning the publication of Coleridge’s 
next literary work, a play entitled Zapolya, and replied to him that “with the best 
intentions̶I introduce Coleridge & Christabel & Coleridge runs away with your 
money” (Byron’s Letters 5: 208) in April 1817. Half a year later, when Byron read 
in Biographia Literaria that Coleridge attacked the Committee of Drury Lane 
Theatre, of which Byron himself was a member, for rejecting the play, he got 
angry at the elder poet’s ingratitude for his help in the publication of “Christabel” 
and declared decisively in a letter to Murray: “He is a shabby fellow̶and I wash 
my hands of, and after him” (5: 267). 
William Hazlitt went on criticizing Coleridge and his works in newspapers 
and magazines while in Chapter 24 of Biographia Literaria Coleridge retorted to 
Edinburgh Review’s anonymous attack on “Christabel” and vented his anger in 
a letter dated 5 December 1816, identifying its reviewer: “The man who has so 
grossly calumniated me in the Examiner and the Ed. (sic) Review is a Wm (sic) 
Hazlitt” (Collected Letters 4: 692). He formed a united front against Hazlitt with 
Wordsworth, who was another target of his attack, and embellished and spread 
around the story of Hazlitt’s fl ight from the Lake District in 1803, more than a 
decade before. Referring to the incident in the same letter, Coleridge went so far 
as to say that Hazlitt “owes to me more than to his own parents̶for at my own 
risk I saved perhaps his Life from the Gallows, most certainly his character from 
blasting Infamy” (4: 692-93).11
Percy Bysshe Shelley seems to have been so much fascinated by the poem 
that he sent home from Geneva for the volume though he was to return to England 
early September in 1816 to deal with his own fi nancial affairs there, 12 while Mary 
Wollstonecraft Godwin, later Mary Shelley, wrote in her journal on 26 August that 
“[s]everal books arrive among others Coleridges (sic) Christabel which Shelley 
reads aloud to me before we go to bed” (Journals 1: 131). After her husband’s 
death in a shipping accident in Italy in 1822, she returned to England and met 
Coleridge to fi nd something in common with her late husband, being reminded 
of “Shelley’s conversations̶such was the intercourse I on[c]e (sic) dayly (sic) 
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enjoyed̶added to supreme & active goodness̶sympathy of affection, and a 
wild picturesque mode of living” (2:474). Furthermore, in her Frankenstein she 
quoted from and alluded to another great supernatural poem by Coleridge, The 
Rime of the Ancient Mariner, whose nesting narrative structure as well as its plot 
and theme had a huge infl uence on her work. 
The other two had little to do with Coleridge. Claire Clairmont, who acted 
as an intermediary for Byron and Shelley, was now pregnant and came back to 
England with the Shelleys to give birth to a daughter by Byron in January next 
year, named Allegra. The attendant physician William Polidori, dismissed after a 
series of squabbles with his employer in the middle of September 1816, returned 
to England to commence practice as a physician in Norwich and then moved 
to London to pursue his literary career. He published a Gothic novel of incest 
Ernestus Berchtold (1819), which was another product of the ghost-story telling 
on that summer night, following The Vampyre. In spite of the fame he obtained by 
the latter as the prototype of vampire novels, he was criticized for impersonating 
Byron. Polidori soon gave up literature as a career, and in the summer of 1821, 
no more than fi ve years after the night at the Villa Diodati, committed suicide by 
means of hydrocyanic acid at the age of only twenty-fi ve.
Notes
* This is a revised and expanded English version of my article with the same title 
in Japanese, “1816-nen 6-gatsu 18-nichi no Kurisutaberu̶Bairon, Hazuritto, 
Sherī,” printed in a collection of academic papers, Bōrei no Igirisu-bungaku—
Hōjō naru kūkan (Ghosts in English Literature: Fertile Spaces), edited by 
Yoshiyuki Fujikawa and Hideo Yūki, Kokubunsha, 2012, pp. 81-98.
1 There are some differences in details, however, between “Extract” and The 
Diary. The “Extract” adds the information about the “then unpublished” state 
of “Christabel” and depicts Shelley “leaning against a mantel-piece, with cold 
drops of perspiration, trickling down his face” (New Monthly Magazine 195, The 
Vampyre xv), while it lacks any reference to “a candle,” “water” or “ether.”
2 All the lines of “Christabel” in this article are quoted from Ernest Hartley 
Coleridge’s two-volume edition of Coleridge’s poetry I: 212-36.
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3 This substantial review of the Times praises its “indisputable originality, 
forming almost a class by itself” and “the fragmental beauty,” which cannot 
“be advantageously exchanged for the wholeness of a fi nished narrative,” and 
then penetrates to its essence by pointing out its suggestive richness that “[i]t 
interests, if we may so speak, more by what it leaves untold, than even by what 
it tells.” The review also esteems “its picturesqueness . . . which powerfully 
affects every reader, by placing, as it were, before his eyes a distinct picture of 
the events narrated, with all their appendages of sight and sound” (The British 
Newspaper Archive).
 4 Coleridge himself complained to Murray in a letter dated 26 March 1817: “with 
the exception of Lord Byron there was not [one] (sic) of the many, who had for 
so many years together spoken so warmly in it’s (sic) praise who gave it the 
least positive Furtherance after it’s (sic) publication” (Collected Letters 4: 716).
5 Although, in his letter to Byron dated 10 April 1816, Coleridge wrote that “it is 
my hope and intention to pass a month at Highgate” (Collected Letters 4: 628), 
in fact he was to continue to live there with the Gillmans until his death in 1834.
6 For the process of her approaches to Byron, see Gittings and Manton 26-34 
and Stocking 1: 24-43. Stocking pinpoints “the date of what apparently Claire 
Clairmont’s fi rst sexual liaison with Byron as Saturday, 20 April 1816” (39; n. 2), 
only fi ve days before Byron left England.
7 Griggs, the editor of Coleridge’s letters, regards as mistaken Scott’s intimation 
in his introduction to the volume that Stoddart, who will appear in the next 
paragraph, recited “Christabel” to him in the summer of 1800, correcting the 
date as September-October 1802 (Collected Letters 3: 356; n.1).
8 Holmes not only retained the line by Hazlitt, but did so much as omitting line 
253, which most other biographers included, “A sight to dream of, not to tell!” 
as one added “in later editions” (Shelley 329), while in fact it has existed in 
every text from the earliest extant holograph manuscript belonging to 1801 or 
1802 onwards.
9 Excluding the line ending with “hue” has left both the one ending with its 
rhymed word “view” and the next one ending with “side,” isolated from the 
fi rst, unrhymed in succession.
10 The authorship of this book review continued to be disputed since its 
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publication and John Beer recalls the controversy reignited with Hazlitt, Moore 
and Francis Jeffrey (the editor of the magazine), as the likely candidates for its 
authorship in the latter half of the 20th century and is rather suspicious about 
Hazlitt’s authorship (47-48; n. 34). Recently, following the previous editors of 
Hazlitt’s Works (1902-06), A. R. Waller and Arnold Glover, who “are disposed to 
think the review is substantially the work of Hazlitt” (10: 411), Wu has included 
the review in his edition of New Writings of William Hazlitt (1: 203-17) on the 
grounds that “the Wellesley Index has reassessed the evidence and confi rms the 
attribution to Hazlitt” (1: 204). 
11 Beer reports stories about Hazlitt’s “alleged treatment of some pretty village 
jilt” and “licentious conduct” when he visited Coleridge in the Lake District 
and stayed there from July till November 1803, as has been mentioned, paying 
attention to the correspondence on the subject in the “Letters to the Editor’ 
section of the Times Literary Supplement in 1968 (25 July, 15 & 29 Aug., 12 & 19 
Sept.) (42-43; n. 6). According to Beer, however, “[t]hat there was an incident 
in which Hazlitt was forced to leave Keswick hurriedly is beyond question, but 
it does not seem to have been regarded with the utmost gravity by Wordsworth 
and Coleridge at the time, nor has any reference to it been discovered in the 
local press or records” (43). 
12 Later, in his letter to Byron dated 20 November 1816, Shelley severely criticizes 
“a most unfavourable judgement pronounced on it [“Christabel”], by the 
Edinburgh Review” (1: 371).
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